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ABSTRACT 

The current emphasis on "teaching in the language of 
the child" has lad to a demand for bilingual programs in 
Mexican-American communities* Ninety preschooi children, assumed to 
be Spanish speaking, were referred to a summer program for 
amelioration of English language deficiency. Spanish and English 
versions of the Preschool Language Scale were adininistered to 
determine language dominance, developmental status, and areas of 
deficiency. Results indicate that prime consideration should be given 
to the assessment of the preschool child's language status before 
assuiTiing competency or dominance in any language or deciding to 
establish a bilingual program, [Not available in hard copy due to 
marginal legibility of original document, ] (Author) 



ED 073 831 

AUTHOR 
TITLE 

PUB DATE 
NOTE 



EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



FILMED PROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



It a If ARTMENT OF HEALTH. FDUCATfOr^ S WELFAK 

omct Of muMm 
ms mmm m pr^^inuf^^n exactly as received ?nm t3B 

PERSON Ok Om^ni/^\h'\i v::.- ^-.--c iL FQUUS Or VIEW OR OPINM i 
STATfD DO NOT NOGySAiaV flEPRESCNr OFFICIAL OFFICE OF IDUCAM 1 1 
PKJTfOi OR POLlCy, ^ 1 I 



PiTfteenrot ipn to 
West era PsjehDlogiaal Association Convent ioa 
Pcirtlenda Oregon 
April 26-29, J.972 



Aaseaslng Bilingual Lenguagc Aljillty 



Cuidwiii Park Unified School Blsfcriat 
Baldwin Pi^rkj CaiifDrnla 



Hh 1 1 1 1 p Ca 1 i f o^n la 



oo 
o 

Assssalng ElliTisual l^anguage Ability 
C5 in thfs Me2£iGHn*Am^.ylcan Freeehool Child 

Violmttm Sfceiaar 

Baldwin Pflrk Uaifled Sgheal Dlatrlat 

Is*la Lee ZiMiaraaa 



The 44ur;i*^.nt smphanio on "taaahisg in the laaguaga q£ tho. ebild" has led 
ftp a demaud for bilingual pregMffis in M43d.fsoa^Amei:i€4in:ooimu 

Wiasej? preschool ishlldreEi^ aaaum^ m hm Sprmish spaaki^g^ wa^a mEw^md 
to a ouimiier pirogram for csaialeoration of teglleh laagimi^o dafiaianey^ 
Spaoiflh and English varsloaa o£ ttie Praftchaol Language Saale were, 
adffiiaid^erad to dawrmlne laoguag© domiaeode^ dGTOlepiseacal BtBtuB^ mi 
areas of dafl^ieney^ Eesulte indicate that pi'ima eoaff^idwii^^loo aliouid 
be givas to the aosessnmnt of the prestihool ehild^s liioguaga sftaSue 
befw^ asauraias Mmpefcfimey or daminanGe iii any Iflnguaife^ or daaidiag 
to eBtabilsh a biliai^al progi^aKif* 
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mi *^*^r-c:U amph^!?i3 on ^*l:^infvhlng in tha Xanguflge ef thai fthild" has lod 
13 dmit^nC, tor bilingual vvrDgrnms in K^i^rdcM-AmcBric^n x^gmmunitissr 

Jii^Jgm^i;::/] a!: the:) a In liuKiorlty. wichr-ui: c^a'CidBil amly&in of tho 

langaSi^G status of chil45;cii ugurj.ly sscumad £;o Spanx[s:i npe^ihing^^ 
The rasults crmv thvo^f^ Uglu: on l:hcf^ tepnrtimitc of ideiuulffying iM^ungG 
hitattfia brfora dsclslona ;:ag.:rdii^,- proarf/me a-ro mm^^ 



Subjects >^:on^lsi:ad o£ 90 children c^ono Ic^^jr^d Spaiiieh spqi^king and/or 
mairUedly d'sfieisvit In English wh^^ t^rars irfi£e:^rsd to a cumnwr progvam for 
dav^Iopm^nt or EngUeh IsagtAago ^kilis« :UMn mn 5.1. A suhgroyp 

snalysis^ Sponlch and S^nglxsh V'hi:eimB o£ the P^aseliool, 'LsrtgtiaSga Scala 
vrwc ^dmlnistitired to nH childir^in upou entry Into tha p^ograS^ 

edsiilniotQisd iustrumetit ^ connintV^g. of .£n ardltOiry eiOaiprahenaioii aud 
a v^TrS'bal ability sccVios, In both ByaniA imd English v^vsions tb® 
Auditory CompriSli^nslon SmI^Ic-q (AC) is maasurod MrLV^iybnll^r . mtlfw tho 
^rbal Ability Bmctiovi (m) requires wrbol ragponsas^ Thj^ m^Xa, 
bastd on psycantlnf^Distie thsorlcs^ was dstvelopcid to CTalu^^c;^ langttage 
SiiafcuSu Fositl^^ ^vidftnae for vnlidlcy and^sliabilXit]; lists bQ^n ^^mm^^ ' 
latod in a TOriaty of Garller studios (l?ard, lyTOi St^inor rad Simtneafman^ 
1971; KMmmmaa /md StalnQs^. 197 . 

Subjecti^ &oi:£cid into foiir aiita^ories on th^ basis o£ t^^t ^f^ttultnt 

Spanish spsDkiug. hp^a defined bb having elchar an Amitoy;? Cornpr^*hat^E:ion 

VCThcil AMXifcy quociant dr both of 71 ov sbove t-jith bc^tii Hugllcm 
scorso bslptf this cutoff i billn^jaX,, TOore ons scaira of 71 ar abo'^a tos^ 
£ictiiavau oil eltUcr aspset of tlia scale on botih SpaikiGh and Englioh 
varatoiia;' English apoaliing^ t&t^re one ecoye of 71 oir above srihtsvad 
on the linglieh ve^sian. idilla Spanish wao^ at m/^st^ minimsl; and 
lansyag^ dgflci^t . tchsra ocores Is Spanloh and Engltsh fall at 70 



Results 

Table 1 shows the percentage of chlldreu in each of the above caSegorieaj 
with their Means and Standard Deviationi 6a both v&vaLonB of thi PreichooL 
Language Scale, Only 18% wi-e eolaly Spanish speaking, in spita of this 
baing the theoretical basis for referral ^ 23% wera bilingual ^ with 
comparsble Englioh and Spanish skills. Slightly raore ehildrenj 28% 
proved to be language deficient in both Spanigh and English^ thiB meant 
that non© had reached a language age e£ 3%| the level detemined by 
psyciiolJ.nguists to indicate baalc language competencyt 

0£ the SpQnish-apeakiLig childrenj half had essentially no Engliijh-language 
skills while the rest were able to handle beginning aspects of Engliah, 

Of thr, language-def icient children^ tijfaile all were lagging, 40% %mvm 
apparently Spanish oriented wifcii assentlally no English*- language ikille^' 
and 24% wra apparcntiy English oi^isnted with essentially no Spanish 
ski lis 5 Trhile 36% wre developing bilingual* 

ffnen the Spanish-speaking children are examined as a group tlisir Spanish 
skills ara conoi4erably below average ^ at the borderline level. In 
contrasts those children who were English speaking t?era inuch closer to 
average in their language skills^ Their PLS Spanish scores are omitted, 
since these children rarely indicated any knowledge of Spani^h^ 

The bilingual children were marUedly iimilar In both English and Spanish^ 
and their soores fell between those of ehe Engliah-speaking and Spanish^ 
spaaking children^ 

T^hen ehildran who wer^ laftguage deflelent ara compared, the Spanish 
scores are somewhat higher than English scores* 

For all samplee^ the Auditory Comprehension score is above the Verbal 
Ability score* fliis is in spite of the fact that Item composition of 
this test is corrected to allow for the natural superiority of language 
understanding as comperad to use. ' ^ 

Results can be compared to findings from the earlier plldt program which 
included 68 children^ referred as either Spanish speaking or deficient 
in languagee Mie dlitributioa of Spinish-speaklng and English-speaking 
children was reraarkably similar « Slightly more children were classified 
as language daficlent and fewer as bilingual 3 refleeting the presence 
of older children referred becauaa of unsuacassful kindergarten 
eKperiances* 

Di scu ss ion 



Thia study? has indicated that evalue ting both the English and Spauish 
status of Masican^'Amei'ican children facilltat^a tmderstanding their 
languiige npede and minimiges either over or mideresticnatlng their language 



skilie. The value of sucth aaasurament is widenfe yban the actual rather 
\han aesujsed Spanish and Eaglish status me established. Far frtim being 
fluenc in Spanish am deficient in English, more than half of thma 
<±iMTm had adequate English to profit £tQm EngUsh language initruatiQns 
and only 18% §?ere so deflolent in EngUsh and fluent la Spanish that 
they might proflfe frcKa Initial Spanish tMtstsctien (English as a seeMd 
laQguaga)* AIid^ 26% weM go pointedly dafieient In either iansuaga 
that one muM not aaiuma Ithat tharm ms a need to usm Spanigh ai a 
vehicle for issttiic^fiioni. 

The major cwnclustozi itom chis itiMy la that identifi<;:attan of a MaMl^an- 
Aaerieaa ahlld «o Spanleh speaking or blllcsuil based only &n iubjeetlve 
ImpraailTOii mighfc well invatidate deelslons riigardlag the mest effective 
language S^t InBtruGtim^ w the feype qS prograai needed to help a® ehlld 
laarn^ What it CGqulred is the use of a maaguring Instruiattit ti^itch will 
permit valuation oi gkiXls la both languages. 1£ this Is Meompliahed 
fit the preMheoi level, then the mogfc suitable language far Instruction 
can be determined > end progress ean be selae.ted i^hich will be both 
meaningful and pr0ductive tor the child. 

The simatenepuii use df Spanish and Engl lib Varsiray of the Praschool 
Language SeaXe eppears to be a valid approach to suah lanauage Id^ntifieafci^n. 
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Means and Star 


idard DeviaaoQB on thr; Bnglish and Spaniflh Version 
Sif the Pi'eaehool Language Scale 








BNGLISH ^ 


SPANISH 
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VAQ 
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SD 
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Spaaioh 


16 


18 


42,4 
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38,1 


13,14 


77.5 


3 a? 


74,8 


13,12 


Knglish 


28 


31 






85,5 
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Bi lingual 


21 


23 


86,0 
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i2„33 


80„0 


12.84 


87,8 


12,90 


84,5 


13.62 
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43 „ 7 
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38,8 


14,51 


51.8 




13,05 


49,4 
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